With less migration, natural increase is now more important to state growth by Johnson, Kenneth M.
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• With migration at record lows, births and 
deaths fueled most population increase.
• Population gains declined sharply in Florida, 
Nevada, and arizona due to reduced migration.
• Population gains increased in Massachusetts 
and New York due to less outmigration.
		 C a r s e y 	 I n s t I t u t e
the	excess	of	births	over	deaths	accounted	for	51	percent	of	
the	population	gain	(see	Figure	2).	similar	trends	are	evident	
in	other	fast-growing	states.	In	arizona,	natural	increase	
accounted	for	25	percent	of	the	growth	during	the	boom	
years	but	56	percent	last	year.	In	nevada,	only	19	percent	
of	the	growth	during	2005	was	from	natural	increase,	but	
last	year,	it	caused	a	full	75	percent	of	the	state’s	population	
gain.	In	north	Carolina	and	Georgia,	where	migration	
gains	diminished	less,	natural	increase	still	accounted	for	40	
percent	and	58	percent	of	the	population	gain	last	year.
In	states	that	suffered	significant	domestic	migrant	loss	
during	the	boom—like	Massachusetts	and	new	york—the	
story	is	quite	different.	here	natural	increase	combined	
with	immigration	and	smaller	domestic	migration	losses	
has	reduced	or	even	reversed	population	loss.	This	is	a	
striking	contrast	to	the	situation	during	the	migration	boom,	
when	natural	increase	together	with	immigration	had	to	
offset	huge	domestic	migration	losses.	In	2005,	new	york’s	
population	diminished	by	26,000	because	it	lost	233,000	
migrants	in	exchanges	with	other	states.	even	with	99,000	
more	births	than	deaths	and	109,000	immigrants,	new	
york’s	domestic	migration	loss	was	too	great	to	offset.	In	
contrast,	new	york	grew	by	74,000	last	year	because	the	
domestic	migration	loss	diminished	to	95,000,	and	this	
was	more	than	offset	by	a	natural	increase	of	95,000	and	
75,000	immigrants.	In	Massachusetts,	the	change	was	even	
more	dramatic.	In	2005,	the	state	had	a	natural	increase	of	
24,000	and	an	immigration	gain	of	nearly	27,000,	but	the	
state	lost	9,000	people	because	more	than	60,000	people	
left	Massachusetts	for	other	states.	Last	year,	Massachusetts	
actually	gained	nearly	4,000	domestic	migrants,	and	
this	combined	with	a	natural	increase	of	22,000	and	an	
immigration	gain	of	25,000	produced	a	population	gain	for	
the	state	of	nearly	50,000.	
Implications	of	Demographic	
trends
Changing	demographic	trends	and	the	growing	importance	
of	natural	increase	in	the	face	of	reduced	migration	has	
important	implications	for	the	reallocation	of	seats	in	the	
u.s.	Congress	next	year.	recent	media	speculation	regarding	
whether	Minnesota	will	retain	its	eight	congressional	seats	
underscores	this.	research	by	the	Brookings	Institution	
suggests	that	had	the	demographic	trends	of	the	migration	
boom	years	continued,	Minnesota	would	likely	lose	a	seat	
in	Congress.	however,	with	migration	slowing,	the	question	
of	whether	the	state	will	lose	the	seat	is	now	in	doubt.	If	
Minnesota	does	hang	on	to	the	seat,	it	will	be	in	no	small	
part	due	to	the	state’s	continued	natural	increase.	some	97	
percent	of	Minnesota’s	population	growth	last	year	was	from	
natural	increase.	utah	just	missed	getting	the	435th	seat	in	
Congress	in	2000	by	a	few	hundred	people,	and	74	percent	
of	the	state’s	growth	came	from	natural	increase	last	year—
even	though	it	also	has	a	net	inflow	of	domestic	migrants.	
utah’s	substantial	natural	increase	comes	because	it	has	the	
highest	ratio	of	births	to	deaths	on	any	state.	There	are	nearly	
four	births	for	every	death	in	utah.	The	national	average	is	
only	1.7.	such	sustained	high	natural	increase,	together	with	
migration,	virtually	guarantees	utah	will	get	another	seat	in	
Congress	following	the	2010	election.
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